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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 
The Amendment filed on 4/18/2005, has been entered and acknowledged by the 
Examiner. 

New claim 20 has been added. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the apphcant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the apphcant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1 (2) of such treaty in the English language: 

Claims 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 1 1, 13, 15, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Jones (US 5,920,080). 

Regarding claim 1, Jones teaches a color display in Fig. 3 that comprises a substrate 
(130) an organic electroluminescent display device including an organic electroluminescent layer 
(300), a passivation film (540), a color filter (520) located on the passivation film (540), and a 
mar-proof protective film (510) coating the color fiker to protect it fi-om damage. 

Regarding claim 3, the organic electroluminescent display device includes an organic 
electroluminescent layer (300) between a first electrode (202) and a second transparent electrode 
(251) such that the first electrode (202) is located between the substrate (130) and the 
electroluminescent layer (300) (see Fig. 3). 
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Regarding claim 4, Jones teaches an active drive element (120) is located on the substrate 
(130) and is covered by the first electrode (202) (see Fig. 3). 

Regarding claim 6, Jones teaches a white light emitting electroluminescent layer (col. 1 1, 
lines 10-12), 

Regarding claim 7, Jones teaches a blue light emitting electroluminescent layer wherein 
the color filter has a color changing layer (col. 10, line 57 - col. 1 1, line 14). 

Regarding claim 1 1, Jones teaches a color display in Fig. 3 that comprises a substrate 
(130) an organic electroluminescent display device including an organic electroluminescent layer 
(300), a passivation film (540), a color filter (520) located on the passivation film (540), and a 
mar-proof protective film (510) coating the color filter to protect it from damage. The organic 
electroluminescent display device includes an organic electroluminescent layer (300) between a 
first electrode (202) and a second transparent electrode (25 1) such that the first electrode (202) is 
located between the substrate (130) and the electroluminescent layer (300) and the second 
electrode (25 1) is located between the passivation film (540) and the electroluminescent layer 
(300) (see Fig. 3). 

Regarding claim 13, Jones teaches the display comprising an active drive element (120) 
located on the substrate (130) so that the first electrode (202) covers at least a part of the active 
drive element (120) (see Fig. 3). 

Regarding claim 15, Jones teaches a white light emitting electroluminescent layer (col. 
11, lines 10-12). 

Regarding claim 16, Jones teaches a blue light emitting electroluminescent layer wherein 
the color filter has a color changing layer (col. 10, line 57 - col, 1 1, line 14). 
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Claims 1, 3-4, 6, 1 1, 13, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Roitman et al. (US 6,552,488). 

Regarding claim 1, Fig. 5 of the Roitman reference discloses a color display that 
comprises a substrate (313) an organic electroluminescent display device including an organic 
electroluminescent layer (135), a passivation film (120), a color filter (115) located on the 
passivation film (120), and a mar-proof protective film (161) coating the color filter (115). 

Regarding claim 3, the organic electroluminescent display device includes an organic 
electroluminescent layer (135) between a first electrode (339) and a second transparent electrode 
(337) such that the first electrode (339) is located between the substrate (313) and the 
electroluminescent layer (135) (see Fig. 5). 

Regarding claim 4, Roitman et al. teach an active drive element (351) located on the 
substrate (313) and covered by the first electrode (339) (see Fig. 5). 

Regarding claim 6, teaches a white light emitting electroluminescent layer (col. 5, lines 7- 

11). 

Regarding claim 1 1, Roitman et al. teach a color display in Fig. 5 that comprises a 
substrate (3 13) an organic electroluminescent display device including an organic 
electroluminescent layer (135), a passivation film (120), and a color filter (115) located on the 
passivation film (120). The organic electroluminescent display device includes an organic 
electroluminescent layer (135) between a first electrode (339) and a second transparent electrode 
(337) such that the first electrode (339) is located between the substrate (3 13) and the 
electroluminescent layer (135) and the second electrode (337) is located between the passivation 
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film (120) and the electroluminescent layer (135), and a mar-proof protective film (161) coating 
the color filter (1 1 5) (see Fig. 5). 

Regarding claim 13, Roitman et al. teach the display comprising an active drive element 
(351) located on the substrate (313) so that the first electrode (339) covers at least a part of the 
active drive element (351) (see Fig. 5). 

Regarding claim 15, teaches a white Ught emitting electroluminescent layer (col. 5, lines 

7-11). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jones 
(US 5,920,080). 

Regarding claims 5 and 14, Jones does not specifically teach the active drive elements 
located on the same plane as the organic electroluminescent device disclosed in Fig. 3. 
However, it has been held that rearranging of parts of an invention involves only routine skills in 
the art. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. For example, Jones teaches an alternative to the substrate 
assembly (100) disclosed in Fig. 3, where the substrate assembly includes a glass substrate with a 
TFT (active drive element) located on top (see col. 7, lines 23-26), in which case the first 
conductor of the organic electroluminescent device would be on the same plane as the active 
drive elements. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skills in the art 
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at the time the invention was made to have formed the active drive elements on the same plane as 
the organic electroluminescent device in order to decrease the thickness of the overall display, 
since rearrangement of parts of an invention is considered within the skills of the art. 

Claims 2, 5, 12, 14, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Roitman et al. (US 6,552,488). 

Regarding claims 2 and 12, Roitman does teach that conventional deposition methods of 
protective films are performed at 300 degrees Celsius, and that using such methods would 
damage or destroy most EL materials, which typically do not survive temperatures of 140-160 
.degrees Celsius and above. Roitman states that "cool" dielectric semiconductor deposition 
processes (ones where the substrate is not heated above 140 degrees) should be used. Roitman 
does not specifically state the use of an ultraviolet curing acrylic resin as the mar-proof 
protective film coating. However, the use of UV-curable acrylic resins as hard coats (mar-proof 
protective film coatings) is well known in the art, especially in cases where previously deposited 
layers would be vulnerable to subsequent heating processes (see Other Prior Art Cited section for 
evidence). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use an ultraviolet curing acrylic resin, which is cured with UV rays after 
being deposited on the color filter, since Roitman teaches that a "cool" dielectric deposition 
process should be used for forming the protective layer and that UV-curable acrylic resins used 
as protective hard coats are well known for their ability to be formed under conditions that do not 
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damage previously deposited layers while at the same time providing a protective coating 
material with sufficient hardness and resistance to outside elements. 

Regarding claims 5 and 14, Roitman does not specifically teach the active drive elements 
located on the same plane as the organic electroluminescent device. However, it has been held 
that rearranging of parts of an invention involves only routine skills in the art. In re Japikse, 86 
USPQ 70. Thus, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skills in the art the time the 
invention was made to have formed the active drive elements on the same plane as the organic 
electroluminescent device in order to decrease the thickness of the overall display, since 
rearrangement of parts of an invention is considered within the skills of the art. 

Regarding claim 20, Fig. 5 of the Roitman reference discloses a color display that 
comprises a substrate (313) an organic electroluminescent display device including an organic 
electroluminescent layer (135), a passivation film (120), a color fiher (115) located on the 
passivation film (120), and a protective film (161) coating the color filter (115). Roitman further 
teaches that conventional deposition methods of protective films are performed at 300 degrees 
Celsius, and that using such methods would damage or destroy most EL materials, which 
typically do not survive temperatures of 140-160 degrees Celsius and above. Roitman states that 
"cool" dielectric semiconductor deposition processes (ones where the substrate is not heated 
above 140 degrees) should be used. Roitman does not specifically state the use of an ultraviolet 
curing acrylic resin as the protective film coating. However, the use of UV-curable acrylic resins 
as hard coats (protective film coatings) is well known in the art, especially in cases where 
previously deposited layers would be vulnerable to subsequent heating processes (see Other Prior 
Art Cited section for evidence). 
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Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use an ultraviolet curing acrylic resin, which is cured with UV rays after 
being deposited on the color filter, since Roitman teaches that a "cool" dielectric deposition 
process should be used for forming the protective layer and since the use of UV-curable acrylic 
resins as protective hard coats is well known for its ability to be formed under conditions that do 
not damage previously deposited layers while at the same time providing a protective coating 
material having sufficient hardness and resistance to outside elements. 

Claims 8-9 and 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jones (US 5,920,080) as applied to claims 1 and 1 1 above, and further in view of Taguchi et al. 
(US 5,099,172). 

Regarding claims 8-9 and 17-18, Jones does not specifically teach the substrate having a 
light reflectance equal to or less than 10%. However, Fig. 8 of the Taguchi et al. reference 
discloses an EL device that includes a substrate comprising a glass substrate (1) with a black 
sheet (10) on its surface in order to increase the contrast of the display (col 8, lines 6-7). 
Accordingly, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used a substrate with a blackened surface (substrate having less than 
10% reflectance) in order to increase the contrast of the display. 

Claims 8-9 and 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Roitman et al. (US 6,552,488) as applied to claims 1 and 1 1 above, and further in view of 
Taguchi et al. (US 5,099,172). 
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Regarding claims 8-9 and 17-18, Roitman et al. do not specifically teach the substrate 
having a light reflectance equal to or less than 10%. However, Fig. 8 of the Taguchi et al. 
reference discloses an EL device that includes a substrate comprising a glass substrate (1) with a 
black sheet (10) on its surface in order to increase the contrast of the display (col. 8, lines 6-7). 
Accordingly, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have used a substrate with a blackened surface (a substrate having less 
than 10% reflectance) in order to increase the contrast of the display. 

Claims 10 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jones 
(US 5,920,080) as apphed to claims 1 and 1 1 above, and further in view of Osawa et al. (US 
5,892,492). 

Regarding claims 10 and 19, Jones does not specifically state that the color filter is made 
of organic materials. However, Osawa et al. teach that organic color fikers show sharper 
changes in transmittance than inorganic material color filters (col. 6, lines 50-60). Accordingly, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to use organic material color filters so as to ensure high color purity and contrast ratio of the 
primary colors. 

Claims 10 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Roitman et al. (US 6,552,488) as applied to claims 1 and 1 1 above, and fiirther in view of 
Osawa et al. (US 5,892,492). 

Regarding claims 10 and 19, Roitman does not specifically state that the color fUter is 
made of organic materials. However, Osawa et al. teach that organic color filters show sharper 
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changes in transmittance than inorganic material color filters (col. 6, Unes 50-60). Accordingly, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to use organic material color filters so as to ensure high color purity and contrast ratio of the 
primary colors. 

Other Prior Art Cited 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Sun et al. (US 6,072,198) and Young (US 6,561,640) both teach blackening a surface of 
transparent substrates in order to improve the contrast of a display. 

Nomura et al. (US 6,320,309) teaches that inorganic material color filters have a reduced 
tinting strength compared to organic material color fihers. 

Matsunaga et al. (US 6,861,121), Miyatake et al. (US 6,773,121), Yoneda et al. (US 
6,579,737), and Takahashi et al. (US 5,561,208) teach advantages of using UV-curable acrylic 
resins as hard coat layers including: easy processing operation for efficiently forming protective 
coating layers; shortened curing times compared with thermosetting resins; ability to be 
cured/formed under conditions that do not damage previously deposited layers while providing 
sufficient hardness and resistance to outside elements; etc. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 4/18/05 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. With respect to the arguments that the references of Jones and Roitman et al. do not 
anticipate the specific mar-proof protective film coatings listed in the Applicant's specification, 
the Examiner notes that only the lunitation of a mar-proof protective film coating the color filter 
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to protect it from damage is claimed. Both Jones and Roitraan et ai. teach a member satisfying 
this limitation (see above rejections). 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 2, 12, and 20, have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a), 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anthony Perry whose telephone number is (571) 272-2459. The 
examiner can normally be reached between the hours of 9:00AM to 5:30PM Monday thru 
Friday. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 



supervisor, Nimesh Patel, can be reached on (571) 272-24597. The fax phone number for this 



Group is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or PubUc PAIR. Status information for unpubUshed 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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